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Applicant requests review of the final rejection in the above-identified application. No amendments are being filed 
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PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

Applicant would like to first apologize for the nriinor typographic errors in the remarks 
section of the response filed January 1 2, 2007. 

1. Clear Errors or Omissions as to All Claims 1-79: The Examiner Erred in not 
Granting Applicant its Earliest Effective Filing Date. 

Examiner has erred in asserting that Applicant was not entitled to the earliest effective 
filing date (parent application 09/149,650) because the waybill feature was allegedly not 
disclosed. More particularly, in Final Rejection at pages 6-7, the Examiner has erroneously 
dismissed the claim limitations relating to the waybill as not being supported in parent 
application. However, the Examiner's assertion is clearly incorrect because the parent 
application explicitly teaches the waybill feature at, for example, page 52, section entitled "Order 
Processing Pipeline", # enumerated as 5, page, 53, lines 12 and 13, page 54, lines 14-26, page 
56, section entitled "Batch Processing and Scheduling", page 70, lines 13-17. Moreover, 
arguendo, if the Examiner's definition of "waybill" (Final Rejection at page 7) was found as a 
reasonable definition of "waybill", then Figure 2 of the parent application and related sections 
would clearly constitute disclosure of the claimed limitation of a "waybill". 

Applicant provided a timely notification that the instant application is a continuing 
application originating from 09/149,650 in the May, 2, 2001 filing. The earliest effective filing 
date for this application is September 8, 1998. The Examiner erred in not granting the Applicant 
its earliest effective filing date for the instant invention, as required under 35 U.S.C. § 120. 

Further, the parent application 09/149,650 was allowed (see Notice of Allowance dated 
July 01 , 2004) at least in part, for claiming the waybill feature, the very feature the Examiner has 
erroneously stated as not supported in this same parent application. 

Though each case is handled on its own merits, a reasonable level of consistency 
between the examinations of a parent and child application should be expected, especially 
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when it relates to Applicant's rights regarding their effective earliest filing date. Applicant's other 
child application 09/776, 956 was granted the priority date of the parent 09/149,650, as should 
have occurred in the instant case. 

In this case, the priority of the parent application has been intentionally set aside so that 
the examiner could improperly assert a piece of art as prior art when the record as a whole is 
clear that the reference does not constitute prior art. 

2. Clear Errors or Omissions as to All Claims 1-79: The Examiner Erred in 
Asserting U.S. Patent No. 6,206 J50 as Prior Art Underpinning All §§102 And 103 
Claim Rejections, When U.S. Patent No. 6,206,750 is Not Prior Art. 

Examiner has erred in asserting U.S. Patent No. 6,206,750 as prior art. For the reasons 

set forth above, U.S. Patent No. 6,206,750 does not qualify as prior art under either 35 U.S.C. 

§§102 or 103. Therefore, the rejection of all claims pursuant to §§102 and 103 based on U.S. 

Patent No. 6,206,750 was clear error. 

3. Remedy: No Basis for Withholding a Patent 

No valid basis has been asserted for withholding a patent, and allowance is therefore 
respectfully requested. 
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